1. Introduction {#sec1}
===============

Understanding the association between inequality and health outcomes is important in designing policies that aim to improve public health. The literature on the socioeconomic determinants of health provides us with a large number of studies which suggest that inequality has adverse consequences for health ([@bib36]; [@bib43]; [@bib42]). One explanation offered in the literature about why inequality damages health is the relative deprivation (*RD*) hypothesis ([@bib2]; [@bib18]; [@bib35]; [@bib40]). The idea behind this hypothesis is that an individual\'s health or health related behavior is determined both by his own resources (such as own income or educational attainment) and by his relative position in terms of these resources (i.e., how much others have versus how much he has).

The concept of *RD* is based on the feeling of being deprived of something while others have it ([@bib33], p. 10). Higher inequality in socioeconomic status generates a higher sense of RD. People compare themselves to those in their reference group and if they feel disadvantaged they experience a sense of RD.

In theory, there are two channels through which *RD* may affect one\'s health: Material pathway and psychosocial pathway. In the material pathway channel, *RD* limits one\'s access to goods, services, and social activities such as employment or social networks that represent the standards of living in a society and thereby adversely affects one\'s health. In the second channel, increased inequality produces shame, frustration and stress among those who are relatively deprived, leading to negative health impacts ([@bib2]; [@bib22]; [@bib23]; [@bib37]; [@bib1]). According to psychosocial theory, psychological stress may impact mental or physical well-being either directly, or indirectly via health behaviors (e.g. substance use) ([@bib12]; [@bib41]; [@bib40]). Evidence suggests that social deprivation is associated with high rates of smoking and low rates of quitting ([@bib41]).

A large literature examined the link between *RD* and health, relying on health outcome measures such as self-rated health (*SRH*). *SRH* is an important measure known to be a good predictor of mortality ([@bib16]; [@bib26]). In the literature, the sign and strength of the link between *RD* and *SRH* vary. A significant relationship was found between RD (in the sense of Yitzhaki) and worse *SRH* status in the United States ([@bib11]; [@bib36]) and in Japan ([@bib21]). In Great Britain, the results depend on the econometric technique used ([@bib15]; [@bib17]). In China, no significant relationship was found between RD and *SRH* ([@bib25]).

Another branch of the literature studied self--reported limitations (such as having a chronic illness, chronic pain, or a physical restraint). In the United States, high Yitzhaki *RD* was found to be associated with higher self-reported limitations ([@bib11]). In China, no significant association was found between community based Yitzhaki RD and physical functions and activities of daily living (for which data are available only for the elderly) ([@bib25]). In Japan, it was found that Yitzhaki *RD* may be a mechanism that explains the link between income inequality and functional disability in older age, at least among males ([@bib20]).

Several studies examined the link between *RD* and risky health behaviors. In the United States, a significant relationship was found between higher *RD* and risky behaviors, such as higher rates of smoking and lower rates of seatbelt use and regular exercise. Moreover, the *RD* effect was found to be stronger for heart disease mortality and tobacco-related cancers than for all-cause mortality ([@bib11]). In China, one study found no significant association between Yitzhaki-based RD and smoking ([@bib25]), whereas another one found that higher *RD* was associated with increased probability of smoking ([@bib24]). In Taiwan, higher *RD* was associated with increased probability of smoking ([@bib22]). In Australian data, no association was found, after controlling for perceived relative material well-being ([@bib34]). In sum, this literature provided us with mixed evidence on the relationship between *RD* and smoking. None of these studies found that lower *RD* is associated with more smoking.

Although suggestive, the extant *RD* research suffers from two key limitations: First, almost all of the studies are conducted on developed countries. The exception is a few studies on China; however, they usually rely on small-area measures of inequality, hence they may underestimate nationwide inequality. Literature search revealed only two published relevant studies about Turkey, which focused on the relationship between inequality and health. Both are macro-level data analyses. One of them used region-level data in 1975--2001 to examine the effects of income inequality (as measured by Theil index) on infant and under-five child mortality ([@bib9]). The other study examined inequality in income and education on infant and adult mortality in years 1980--2006 ([@bib8]).

Secondly, almost all studies relied on income as the indicator of socioeconomic status (SES). There are several issues with taking income as a SES indicator: it is difficult to measure precisely in surveys; it is difficult to know how income is shared within a household; and current income may be a weak indicator of lifetime income and thereby a weak indicator of SES. Education may be used as an alternative and a better indicator of SES, since the level of educational attainment usually stays constant during adulthood (unlike income that varies), and it shapes one\'s labor market experience as well as social network. It is also much easier to measure the level of education than income at the individual level.

This paper used micro-level data from two nationally representative surveys from Turkey to illustrate that *RD* is correlated with health and health related behavior. This research carefully extended previous results in two important ways: (1) by using new data with a large set of outcome measures (*SRH*, having a chronic illness, chronic pain or a physical restrain, smoking status, and the amount of smoking) from a developing country with high population and one of the highest rates of income inequality among the OECD countries ([@bib27]), and (2), by using education as an alternative indicator of socioeconomic status and showing that a reduction in education deprivation will not necessarily improve health. The robustness of the results were tested against alternative reference groups.

2. Materials and methods {#sec2}
========================

2.1. Data {#sec2.1}
---------

Two nationally representative datasets were examined: The first dataset was the Survey of Income and Living Conditions (SILC) ([@bib39]), which aimed to collect data comparable with the European Union countries, in order to generate official statistics on income distribution and poverty. The health module of the survey included questions on SRH and the existence of a chronic illness or a physical restraint.

The second dataset was the Turkish Health Research Surveys (HRS) conducted by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat) every two years. The surveys collected comprehensive data on health status, daily activities, and substance use of the Turkish population. The module that collected data on individuals in ages 15 or older, which was used in this study, was the Eurostat survey translated into Turkish ([@bib38]).

Both datasets consisted of independent cross-sections. In this study, data from the 2010, 2012, and 2014 waves of the two surveys were pooled. In each year, individual-level sample weights were used to ensure that the results are representative of the Turkish population. In line with the practice in the literature, the samples were restricted to the working-age population (ages 25 to 64). Under this restriction, there were 23,213 women and 19,303 men in the HRS dataset (except for chronic illness, for which there were 15,991 women and 13,201 men) and 46,796 women and 40,995 men in the SILC dataset.

2.2. Outcome measures {#sec2.2}
---------------------

Data on *SRH* and *chronic illness* are collected in both surveys, whereas the data on *physical restraint* is collected by the SILC. Data on *chronic pain*, *smoking status* and *the amount of daily smoking* come from the HRS. For all outcome measures (except for the number of cigarettes smoked) new binary variables were defined. They take the value of 1 in case of poor health or adverse health behavior, and 0 otherwise, as explained below:-The SRH question in the two surveys: "Generally, how would you rate your current health status?" It has a 5-point Likert scale (excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor). The binary variable is equal to 1 if the person rates own health as poor or very poor, and zero otherwise.-The chronic illness question in the SILC asks the respondents if they have any chronic illnesses (1: Yes, 0: No). The HRS is more detailed; it asks the existence of a number of chronic illnesses (such as diabetes, asthma, kidney failure, or rheumatism) one by one. The binary variable is 1 if the person has any of those illnesses. Since the wording of the survey question was changed in 2014, only the data from years 2010 and 2012 were pooled. The sample is therefore smaller in the chronic illness regressions in the HRS.-The chronic bodily pain question in the HRS asks how much pain or physical discomfort the individual experienced within the last 4 weeks. It has a 6-point Likert scale (None, Very little, Little, Medium, Severe, Very severe). The binary variable is 0 if the person has no or very little pain, and 1 otherwise.-The physical restraint question in the SILC asks "Do you experience a restraint in your daily activities because of a physical or mental problem that has been going on for at least 6 months?". The binary variable is 1 if there is physical restraint and 0 if not.-Two smoking-related outcome measures were built based on the HRS data. Current smoking status (1: Yes, 0: No); the intensity of smoking is a categorical variable based on the number of cigarettes smoked per day (0: None, 1: 1--10, 2: 11--20, 3: 21--30, 4: 31 or more).

2.3. Relative deprivation {#sec2.3}
-------------------------

Following the recent studies in the literature ([@bib2]; [@bib22]), the Yitzhaki Index ([@bib44]) was used to measure RD:$$RD_{i} = \frac{1}{n}\sum\left( {y_{j} - y_{i}} \right),\ \text{for}\ \text{all}\ \ y_{j} > \ y_{i},\ $$

In equation [(1)](#fd1){ref-type="disp-formula"}, $RD_{i}$ is the relative deprivation of individual *i* whose socio-economic status indicator is $y_{i}$. The index sums up the differences and divides by *n*, the size of the reference group. According to the relative deprivation hypothesis, individual *i* compares himself to others who are in the same reference group and who have a better socio-economic status (SES), i.e. to all *j* such that $y_{j} > \ y_{i}$. The individual with the highest SES has an RD of zero. *RD* was standardized (it has a mean of zero and a variance of one) ([@bib34]), so that a one-unit increase in RD could be interpreted as a one standard deviation increase.

To calculate *RD*, (equivalent) household income and years of education were used as two alternative SES indicators. Usually, household income is used in the literature, but it is not clear if income is the most relevant indicator when individuals compare themselves with others ([@bib4]). For this reason, and for reasons explained in the Introduction, education (years of education obtained) was considered as an alternative SES indicator.

In the SILC, household income was a continuous variable. In the HRS, it was available in brackets, so income was defined as the mid-point of the bracket. In the top open-ended bracket, the median value for the bracket was calculated following the Pareto curve approach ([@bib31]). In both datasets, equivalent household income was defined as income divided by the number of household members. The Consumer Price Index (2003 = 100) was used to adjust for inflation. Years of education was inferred from the highest degree earned (0 if individual is illiterate, 2 if literate but no degree, 5 if completed primary school, 8 if completed middle school, 11 if completed high school, and 15 if completed university or more).

Several alternative reference groups were considered in this study: All individuals in the sample; individuals with the same sex (female versus male), individuals in the same age group (25--34, 35--44, 45--54, 55--64); region of residence (12 regions); and individuals with the same educational attainment (illiterate, literate but no degree, primary school graduate, middle school graduate, high school graduate, university graduate or more). Moreover, these characteristics were combined to create more complex and smaller reference groups (sex-age, sex-education, age-region, age-education, sex-region, education-region, sex-region-education, sex-region-age, sex-age-education, and region-age-education when the SES indicator was equivalent income; and sex-age, age-region, sex-region, and sex-region-age, when the SES indicator was education).

2.4. Empirical strategy {#sec2.4}
-----------------------

In the empirical analyses, the estimated regression equations had the following specification:$$H_{i} = \beta_{0} + \beta_{1}\ RD_{i} + \ \gamma'\ X_{i} + \varepsilon_{i}\ $$where $H_{i}$ represented a health-related outcome measure, $RD_{i}$ the relative deprivation index, and $X_{i}$ a matrix that contained dummy variables for sex, marital status, employment status, region of residence, and survey year, all for individual *i*. The matrix also included real equivalent household income, since it is important demonstrate the contribution of *RD* independent of absolute income ([@bib21]). With a similar motivation, $X_{i}$ also included years of completed education. Equation [(2)](#fd2){ref-type="disp-formula"} was estimated by logistic regression (for binary outcome variables) or ordered logit regression (for categorical outcome variables). In line with the literature, odds ratios were estimated in order to assess the percentage change in the probability of having a bad health outcome in response to a change in the RD variable.

To decide whether the RD effect differs across the two sexes, equation [(2)](#fd2){ref-type="disp-formula"} was estimated with an extra 'RD\*sex' interaction term. Since the interaction term was statistically significant in almost all regressions, regressions were stratified by sex. This approach also follows the earlier studies in the literature that stratified their analyses by sex ([@bib20]).

One challenge in estimating $\beta_{1}$ in equation [(2)](#fd2){ref-type="disp-formula"} is the multicollinearity introduced by the correlation between *RD* and the SES indicator in the definition of *RD*. To check whether multicollinearity poses an econometric problem, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was calculated for *RD* in all regressions ([@bib22]). While there is no clear consensus regarding what is considered as high for the VIF, many sources mention a VIF of \>4 as high. Another concern to keep in mind when determining the set of control variables is the difficulty of knowing which are genuine confounders and which are mediating variables, or pathways. If the variables that proxy for social class are included, then the true effect of *RD* on health cannot be measured. In Turkey, household income level and educational attainment can in fact be seen as proxies for social class. If so, then income and education should not be in the regression ([@bib42]). To account for these concerns, robustness checks were done by excluding education and income from the regressions.

3. Results {#sec3}
==========

[Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} shows the weighted descriptive statistics for socio-demographic characteristics in the two Turkish surveys. As shown in [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"}, the demographic and socioeconomic compositions of the two samples are, in general, similar. The majority of the individuals (about 84%) are married; more than half (66--72% of women and 47--50% of men) have completed only five years of education. Employment rate is lower among women (24--43%) than among men (74--79%). The household income variable is collected in income brackets in the HRS.Table 1Socio-demographic characteristics in the two Turkish surveys.Table 1HRSSILCWomenMenWomenMenN%N%N%N%**Total23,213100%19,303100%46,796100%40,995100%Survey Year**20105,56423.97%4,32322.40%10,86123.21%9,38122.88%201210,42844.92%8,88546.03%15,75733.67%13,89433.89%20147,22131.11%6,09531.58%20,17843.12%17,72043.22%**Age Group**25--346,85129.51%5,22727.08%15,07332.21%14,02034.20%35--446,61828.51%5,42228.09%13,59429.05%13,06531.87%45--545,66224.39%5,01625.99%10,94323.38%9,59623.41%55--644,08217.58%3,63818.85%7,18615.36%4,31410.52%**Marital Status**Single1,7277.44%2,23911.60%3,6567.81%5,02712.26%Married19,29383.11%16,55985.78%38,67582.65%34,97985.33%Divorced2,1939.45%5052.62%4,4659.54%9892.41%**Employment Status**Not employed17,73076.38%5,07326.28%26,80257.27%8,57520.92%Employed5,48323.62%14,23073.72%19,99442.73%32,42079.08%**Years of Education**0--515,36766.20%910047.14%34,04872.76%20,54850.12%81,8407.93%2,55813.25%3,0956.61%5,33613.02%113,28014.13%4,07521.11%5,31411.36%8,43020.56%More Than 112,72611.74%3,57018.49%4,3399.27%6,68116.30%**Real Household Income (TL)**164.144041.74%2921.51%1,586(mean)1,678(mean)192.474531.95%3131.62%1,485(median)1,576(median)199.324361.88%3241.68%217.992,1549.28%1,5718.14%233.714822.08%3261.69%262.633241.40%2511.30%307.955402.33%3701.92%321.259324.01%7043.65%376.686432.77%4632.40%386.911,2915.56%1,0425.40%453.675582.40%4422.29%469.451,2975.59%1,1025.71%531.241,4706.33%1,1936.18%550.456022.59%4762.47%563.246772.92%5602.90%660.433441.48%2721.41%703.931,6897.28%1,4807.67%751.251,1855.10%1,0455.41%825.417873.39%6503.37%938.421,3815.95%1,2426.43%1,080.251,2235.27%1,1575.99%1,100.364952.13%4332.24%1,301.881,9978.60%1,8889.78%1,504.546602.84%5782.99%1,521.481,1895.12%1,1295.85%[^1]**Source:** Authors\' calculations based on data from the HRS and the SILC.

[Table 2A](#tbl2A){ref-type="table"}, [Table 2B](#tbl2B){ref-type="table"} present the weighted shares of the two samples in which the binary outcome measures are equal to 1, estimated across socio-demographic groups in the two surveys. As shown in the tables, women have poorer SRH than men in both surveys. In both surveys, the prevalence of having poor or very poor SRH is higher among the older age groups, among the divorced than married or singles, among those who are not employed, among those with less education, and among those with lower household income. For chronic illness, chronic bodily pain, and physical restraint, the prevalence of having a poor health outcome has a remarkably similar pattern to the SRH measure. In each, the prevalence of poor health is higher among the older age groups, among the divorced than married or singles, among those who are not employed, among those with less education, and among those with lower household income. Important for this study, all of these measures are negatively correlated with both education and income ([Table 2A](#tbl2A){ref-type="table"}, [Table 2B](#tbl2B){ref-type="table"}A--2B).Table 2AOutcome measures (%) in the Health Research Survey (HRS) across socio-demographic groups.Table 2ABad Self-Rated Health (SRH)Chronic IllnessBodily PainSmoking StatusNumber of CigarettesWomenMenWomenMenWomenMenWomenMenWomenMen**All**8.964.9441.3327.3727.3414.6520.5247.764.5111.13**Marital Status**Single3.483.6118.5811.3214.388.7726.5148.308.677.34Married9.195.0842.6130.0327.9915.5118.3647.303.1311.68Divorced12.027.6551.5926.7933.7018.4232.3760.337.2213.57**Employment Status**Not employed9.7711.3443.4636.6128.2917.6818.9741.304.9310.78Employed6.252.7034.2524.1324.1813.5825.6850.033.5111.23**Age Groups**25--343.352.1720.2214.0716.2410.6322.1852.721.848.5435--446.884.1536.6522.7924.6215.4725.1951.584.9711.4145--5410.565.4853.1235.7933.1915.3619.5846.918.0113.2755--6420.1010.6369.5547.5143.1019.7511.3733.523.0413.75**Survey Year**201011.575.5644.5128.9330.5816.8820.2150.904.3512.4720127.284.4539.2826.1325.2412.8620.7345.264.619.93201418.3415.2073.4463.3245.1428.6721.5349.925.6619.40**Years of Education**0--512.047.5848.0232.4431.6418.6815.2049.085.0914.4785.264.1235.1426.7024.5715.6231.3654.534.2010.41112.612.1229.0121.3919.109.9434.5649.203.718.56More than 111.621.8822.2721.5214.718.8326.3148.434.283.79**Income group (percentiles)**Lowest 25%13.928.4646.7730.2133.6920.5816.4149.675.8015.18Next 25%8.875.0742.3027.9726.7515.0117.6448.202.2610.6850--75%6.363.5538.0825.8824.6411.8523.8346.335.269.9075--90%7.322.5138.3127.2423.6910.6826.4849.354.776.43Top 10%4.551.1234.5723.0320.3910.4027.9746.073.177.59[^2]**Source:** Authors\' calculations based on data from the HRSTable 2BOutcome measures (%) in the Survey of Income and Living Conditions (SILC) across socio-demographic groups.Table 2BBad Self-Rated Health (SRH)Chronic IllnessPhysical RestraintWomenMenWomenMenWomenMen**All**13.057.7935.8723.5428.8618.64**Marital Status**Single10.788.3520.2713.1718.9713.18Married12.237.5535.2825.2928.1619.42Divorced22.6711.9456.1029.0244.6125.68**Employment Status**Not employed15.9017.8139.1732.8832.4228.44Employed9.025.4531.2121.3623.8216.35**Age Groups**25--344.484.2915.7911.9513.6211.0335--449.886.9831.3422.1825.9017.8545--5418.2010.9450.8735.5739.5026.2655--6432.4717.7170.8648.0755.5835.00**Survey Year**201015.318.7335.8122.1133.2720.32201212.397.3133.9222.1327.7918.70201411.647.4137.8226.1825.8817.05**Years of Education**0--517.0112.1442.8530.1735.2425.9686.865.8825.4419.9319.2715.68113.313.6520.0316.8714.5212.02More than 111.311.8713.2415.557.997.98**Income group (percentiles)**Lowest 2520.7814.3243.6729.1938.4027.87Next 2513.868.5838.0324.2531.3320.3250--7511.586.4234.9722.6127.7516.8175--908.934.5331.0319.5222.2913.33Top 104.512.2323.6919.8215.3810.40[^3]Source: Authors\' calculations based on data from the SILC

Current smoker status is a health behavior-related outcome measure. As shown in [Table 2](#tbl2A){ref-type="table"}A, compared to the other measures, smoking displays a quite different distribution across socio-demographic groups. The smoking rate is higher among men than women, higher among ages 25--44 than older ages, higher among singles and divorced than married individuals, and higher among the employed. Smoking rate is higher among those with 8 or 11 years of education (corresponding to middle school and high school graduates) and lower among those with at most elementary school education or with at least some college experience.

The number of cigarettes smoked is another health behavior related outcome measure. To save space, only the descriptive statistics for the "number of cigarettes" binary variable (not the categorical variable used in the regressions) are presented. This variable is equal to 1 if the individual smokes more than a pack of cigarettes (or more than 20) per day. 11.13% males are in this category, in contrast to 4.51% of women. This binary variable is negatively correlated with education, as can be seen in [Table 2](#tbl2A){ref-type="table"}A. For men, smoking rate and intensity decline with education, but for women no decline is observed. On the contrary, women with more education are more likely to smoke. Although smoking rates are lower among those with the least schooling (especially among women), smoking intensity is the highest among the least educated in the population. Income appears to have a negative correlation with the "number of cigarettes".

In [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}, [Table 4](#tbl4){ref-type="table"}, [Table 5](#tbl5){ref-type="table"}, the estimates of the odds ratios are reported along with the confidence intervals for the odds ratios. All regressions are stratified by sex. In [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}, the results from the SILC data clearly show that those who are relatively more deprived are more likely to report bad health, more likely to have a chronic illness, and more likely to have a physical restraint. It is important that the finding is robust to alternative definitions of the SES indicator or the reference group, and to different outcome measures, with a few exceptions.Table 3Estimated odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals (SILC results).Table 3Outcomes:Self-Rated Health (SRH)Chronic IllnessPhysical Restraint(1: Bad. 0: Good)(1: Yes. 0: No)(1: Yes. 0: No)MENWOMENMENWOMENMENWOMEN**Relative Deprivation of Income**All1.33\*\*\*1.67\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.47\*\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.45\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*(1.24--1.43)(1.59--1.75)(1.16--1.30)(1.42--1.53)(1.09--1.18)(1.19--1.26)(1.04--1.13)(1.20--1.27)(1.18--1.29)(1.40--1.49)(1.09--1.18)(1.28--1.35)VIF2.371.152.371.11Age Group1.42\*\*\*1.72\*\*\*1.33\*\*\*1.53\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.17\*\*\*1.28\*\*\*1.29\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.37\*\*\*(1.34--1.52)(1.64--1.80)(1.26--1.39)(1.48--1.59)(1.16--1.25)(1.22--1.30)(1.13--1.21)(1.25--1.32)(1.24--1.35)(1.43--1.53)(1.18--1.27)(1.33--1.40)VIF2.311.152.271.11Sex1.34\*\*\*1.67\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.47\*\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.24\*\*\*1.45\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*(1.24--1.44)(1.59--1.76)(1.16--1.29)(1.42--1.52)(1.09--1.18)(1.19--1.26)(1.04--1.13)(1.20--1.27)(1.18--1.29)(1.40--1.50)(1.08--1.18)(1.28--1.35)VIF2.391.152.351.11Education1.26\*\*\*0.92\*\*\*1.21\*\*\*1.06\*\*\*1.17\*\*\*0.95\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*0.94\*\*\*1.24\*\*\*0.93\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*0.97\*(1.17--1.35)(0.89--0.96)(1.14--1.29)(1.02--1.10)(1.12--1.21)(0.93--0.98)(1.04--1.13)(0.91--0.97)(1.18--1.29)(0.90--0.96)(1.07--1.16)(0.94--1.00)VIF2.311.071.961.12Region1.32\*\*\*1.66\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.21\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*(1.22--1.43)(1.58--1.74)(1.16--1.31)(1.42--1.54)(1.07--1.16)(1.16--1.23)(1.04--1.12)(1.19--1.26)(1.15--1.26)(1.37--1.46)(1.09--1.19)(1.27--1.34)VIF2.511.212.501.17Sex, Education1.27\*\*\*0.89\*\*\*1.19\*\*\*1.05\*\*\*1.18\*\*\*0.94\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*0.95\*\*\*1.25\*\*\*0.90\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*0.98\*(1.18--1.37)(0.85--0.93)(1.12--1.26)(1.02--1.09)(1.14--1.24)(0.91--0.97)(1.04--1.12)(0.92--0.97)(1.19--1.31)(0.87--0.93)(1.06--1.15)(0.95--1.00)VIF2.341.072.061.12Sex, Age1.42\*\*\*1.72\*\*\*1.33\*\*\*1.53\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.18\*\*\*1.29\*\*\*1.29\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.24\*\*\*1.37\*\*\*(1.33--1.51)(1.64--1.81)(1.27--1.39)(1.48--1.58)(1.15--1.25)(1.22--1.30)(1.14--1.22)(1.25--1.32)(1.23--1.34)(1.43--1.53)(1.19--1.28)(1.34--1.41)VIF2.371.152.151.10Age, Region1.34\*\*\*1.65\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*1.52\*\*\*1.17\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.18\*\*\*1.28\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.36\*\*\*(1.25--1.44)(1.57--1.73)(1.26--1.39)(1.47--1.58)(1.12--1.21)(1.19--1.26)(1.13--1.22)(1.25--1.31)(1.17--1.28)(1.37--1.46)(1.18--1.27)(1.32--1.40)VIF2.351.232.211.13Age, Education1.40\*\*\*0.93\*\*\*1.39\*\*\*1.10\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*0.981.21\*\*\*0.981.30\*\*\*0.93\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.01(1.31--1.49)(0.90--0.96)(1.32--1.48)(1.06--1.15)(1.22--1.32)(0.96--1.01)(1.16--1.26)(0.95--1.01)(1.25--1.35)(0.91--0.96)(1.18--1.28)(0.98--1.04)VIF2.051.031.691.06Sex, Region1.31\*\*\*1.65\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*1.19\*\*\*1.09\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*(1.21--1.42)(1.57--1.74)(1.16--1.31)(1.42--1.54)(1.06--1.15)(1.16--1.23)(1.04--1.13)(1.19--1.26)(1.15--1.26)(1.37--1.46)(1.09--1.19)(1.27--1.34)VIF2.561.242.451.15Education, Region1.26\*\*\*0.981.22\*\*\*1.09\*\*\*1.15\*\*\*0.98\*1.08\*\*\*0.96\*\*1.22\*\*\*0.97\*1.11\*\*\*1.00(1.18--1.35)(0.94--1.02)(1.15--1.30)(1.05--1.13)(1.11--1.19)(0.95--1.00)(1.04--1.12)(0.94--0.99)(1.17--1.28)(0.94--1.00)(1.07--1.16)(0.97--1.03)VIF2.041.121.881.16Sex, Region, Education1.25\*\*\*0.94\*\*\*1.21\*\*\*1.09\*\*\*1.15\*\*\*0.96\*\*1.08\*\*\*0.97\*\*1.22\*\*\*0.95\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*1.01(1.17--1.34)(0.91--0.98)(1.14--1.29)(1.05--1.13)(1.11--1.19)(0.94--0.99)(1.04--1.12)(0.94--1.00)(1.17--1.27)(0.92--0.97)(1.07--1.16)(0.98--1.03)VIF2.091.121.951.15Sex, Region, Age1.34\*\*\*1.65\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*1.52\*\*\*1.17\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.18\*\*\*1.28\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*1.36\*\*\*(1.25--1.44)(1.57--1.73)(1.26--1.39)(1.47--1.58)(1.12--1.21)(1.19--1.26)(1.13--1.22)(1.25--1.31)(1.17--1.28)(1.37--1.46)(1.18--1.27)(1.32--1.40)VIF2.351.232.211.13Sex, Age, Education1.48\*\*\*1.46\*\*\*1.371.57\*\*\*1.14\*\*1.10\*\*1.061.031.22\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.18\*1.15\*\*(1.16--1.88)(1.21--1.76)(0.86--2.19)(1.20--2.05)(1.02--1.27)(1.01--1.20)(0.92--1.23)(0.92--1.15)(1.06--1.40)(1.13--1.40)(1.00--1.40)(1.01--1.32)VIF2.051.132.101.19Region, Age, Education1.33\*\*\*0.991.36\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.19\*\*\*1.001.18\*\*\*1.011.24\*\*\*0.981.19\*\*\*1.02(1.26--1.40)(0.95--1.03)(1.29--1.43)(1.09--1.17)(1.15--1.23)(0.98--1.03)(1.14--1.23)(0.98--1.04)(1.20--1.29)(0.95--1.01)(1.14--1.23)(0.99--1.05)VIF1.741.071.611.11**Relative Deprivation of Education**All1.29\*\*\*1.90\*\*\*1.081.69\*\*\*1.50\*\*\*1.42\*\*\*1.16\*\*\*1.42\*\*\*1.45\*\*\*1.75\*\*\*1.09\*\*1.46\*\*\*(1.13--1.48)(1.81--2.00)(0.97--1.20)(1.64--1.75)(1.37--1.66)(1.37--1.48)(1.09--1.24)(1.38--1.46)(1.31--1.61)(1.68--1.82)(1.02--1.17)(1.43--1.50)VIF6.931.117.551.24Age Group1.051.75\*\*\*0.69\*\*\*1.55\*\*\*1.061.32\*\*\*0.77\*\*\*1.29\*\*\*1.08\*1.59\*\*\*0.78\*\*\*1.35\*\*\*(0.93--1.18)(1.67--1.84)(0.63--0.75)(1.49--1.60)(0.99--1.14)(1.27--1.36)(0.72--0.81)(1.25--1.32)(1.00--1.17)(1.53--1.65)(0.74--0.83)(1.32--1.39)VIF3.091.073.561.21Sex1.26\*\*\*1.68\*\*\*1.071.73\*\*\*1.43\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*1.15\*\*\*1.45\*\*\*1.39\*\*\*1.55\*\*\*1.08\*\*1.49\*\*\*(1.11--1.43)(1.62--1.75)(0.97--1.19)(1.67--1.79)(1.31--1.56)(1.28--1.35)(1.08--1.22)(1.41--1.49)(1.27--1.52)(1.51--1.60)(1.02--1.16)(1.45--1.53)VIF8.901.115.871.24Region1.26\*\*\*1.85\*\*\*1.061.62\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.39\*\*\*1.18\*\*\*1.38\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.69\*\*\*1.09\*\*\*1.42\*\*\*(1.11--1.43)(1.76--1.94)(0.97--1.17)(1.57--1.67)(1.35--1.62)(1.34--1.44)(1.11--1.25)(1.35--1.42)(1.28--1.55)(1.63--1.76)(1.03--1.17)(1.39--1.46)VIF6.651.076.651.10Sex, Age Group1.051.62\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*1.54\*\*\*1.10\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*0.77\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*1.10\*\*1.49\*\*\*0.79\*\*\*1.35\*\*\*(0.93--1.17)(1.56--1.69)(0.65--0.76)(1.49--1.60)(1.03--1.18)(1.23--1.31)(0.73--0.81)(1.24--1.31)(1.02--1.19)(1.44--1.54)(0.74--0.83)(1.31--1.39)VIF4.661.072.631.21Age, Region1.061.70\*\*\*0.73\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*1.06\*1.29\*\*\*0.81\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.08\*\*1.54\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*(0.96--1.18)(1.63--1.79)(0.67--0.79)(1.44--1.53)(0.99--1.14)(1.24--1.33)(0.77--0.85)(1.23--1.29)(1.01--1.16)(1.49--1.60)(0.78--0.87)(1.29--1.35)VIF2.851.032.931.04Sex, Region1.24\*\*\*1.63\*\*\*1.061.65\*\*\*1.42\*\*\*1.29\*\*\*1.16\*\*\*1.41\*\*\*1.37\*\*\*1.50\*\*\*1.08\*\*\*1.44\*\*\*(1.11--1.39)(1.57--1.69)(0.97--1.15)(1.59--1.70)(1.31--1.54)(1.25--1.32)(1.10--1.23)(1.37--1.45)(1.26--1.49)(1.46--1.55)(1.02--1.15)(1.40--1.48)VIF8.531.064.691.09Region, Sex, Age1.09\*1.62\*\*\*0.75\*\*\*1.49\*\*\*1.12\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*0.80\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*(0.99--1.21)(1.57--1.69)(0.70--0.81)(1.44--1.55)(1.05--1.20)(1.24--1.31)(0.76--0.84)(1.23--1.29)(1.06--1.21)(1.44--1.52)(0.78--0.86)(1.29--1.36)VIF4.211.034.241.02Education ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoIncome ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoSample size40,99540,99546,79646,79640,99540,99546,79646,79640,99540,99546,79646,796[^4][^5]**Source:** Authors\' calculations based on data from the Survey of Income and Living Conditions.Table 4Estimated odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals (HRS results, Part 1).Table 4Outcomes:Self-Rated Health (SRH)Chronic IllnessBodily Pain(1: Bad. 0: Good)(1: Yes. 0: No)(1: Yes. 0: No)MENWOMENMENWOMENMENWOMEN**Relative Deprivation of Income**All1.141.54\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*1.49\*\*\*0.991.06\*\*1.051.17\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.34\*\*\*1.11\*\*1.22\*\*\*(0.91--1.42)(1.38--1.72)(1.14--1.53)(1.38--1.62)(0.89--1.10)(1.01--1.12)(0.97--1.14)(1.12--1.23)(1.07--1.34)(1.25--1.43)(1.01--1.22)(1.16--1.29)VIF3.551.153.371.20Age Group1.061.47\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*1.46\*\*\*0.981.06\*\*1.021.16\*\*\*1.15\*\*1.31\*\*\*1.12\*\*1.22\*\*\*(0.86--1.30)(1.33--1.63)(1.14--1.50)(1.36--1.58)(0.89--1.09)(1.00--1.11)(0.95--1.11)(1.10--1.21)(1.03--1.29)(1.23--1.40)(1.02--1.22)(1.16--1.28)VIF2.961.132.761.15Sex1.151.54\*\*\*1.32\*\*\*1.50\*\*\*1.001.06\*\*1.051.17\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.34\*\*\*1.11\*\*1.22\*\*\*(0.92--1.43)(1.38--1.72)(1.14--1.52)(1.38--1.62)(0.90--1.11)(1.01--1.12)(0.97--1.14)(1.12--1.23)(1.07--1.35)(1.25--1.43)(1.01--1.21)(1.16--1.29)VIF3.511.153.341.20Education1.131.001.22\*\*1.15\*\*\*0.960.960.980.991.11\*\*0.991.071.05\*(0.94--1.36)(0.91--1.10)(1.05--1.43)(1.05--1.25)(0.89--1.04)(0.92--1.01)(0.91--1.06)(0.94--1.05)(1.00--1.23)(0.93--1.05)(0.98--1.17)(0.99--1.12)VIF2.281.142.041.19Region1.061.48\*\*\*1.34\*\*\*1.49\*\*\*0.991.06\*\*1.051.17\*\*\*1.16\*\*\*1.31\*\*\*1.09\*1.21\*\*\*(0.87--1.30)(1.33--1.65)(1.17--1.54)(1.38--1.62)(0.90--1.09)(1.00--1.12)(0.97--1.13)(1.11--1.22)(1.04--1.29)(1.23--1.40)(1.00--1.19)(1.15--1.27)VIF2.861.132.731.16Sex, Education1.130.991.20\*\*1.13\*\*\*0.960.960.980.991.11\*\*0.981.071.05\*(0.94--1.37)(0.89--1.09)(1.04--1.40)(1.04--1.22)(0.89--1.04)(0.91--1.01)(0.91--1.05)(0.94--1.05)(1.00--1.24)(0.92--1.04)(0.98--1.16)(0.99--1.11)VIF2.211.132.041.19Sex, Age1.111.52\*\*\*1.28\*\*\*1.45\*\*\*0.981.06\*1.031.16\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*1.35\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*(0.90--1.36)(1.36--1.69)(1.12--1.46)(1.34--1.56)(0.88--1.09)(1.00--1.12)(0.96--1.11)(1.10--1.21)(1.07--1.35)(1.26--1.44)(1.04--1.23)(1.16--1.28)VIF3.061.172.501.15Age, Region1.071.50\*\*\*1.39\*\*\*1.53\*\*\*0.991.06\*\*1.051.17\*\*\*1.10\*1.30\*\*\*1.10\*\*1.22\*\*\*(0.88--1.31)(1.34--1.67)(1.22--1.58)(1.41--1.67)(0.90--1.09)(1.00--1.12)(0.97--1.14)(1.11--1.23)(0.99--1.23)(1.22--1.39)(1.01--1.20)(1.16--1.29)VIF2.271.092.161.09Age, Education1.110.971.19\*\*1.10\*\*0.950.95\*0.970.971.060.961.09\*\*1.05(0.94--1.32)(0.89--1.06)(1.03--1.38)(1.02--1.19)(0.88--1.02)(0.91--1.00)(0.90--1.04)(0.92--1.03)(0.96--1.17)(0.91--1.01)(1.00--1.18)(0.99--1.11)VIF2.031.051.701.05Sex, Region1.051.47\*\*\*1.34\*\*\*1.50\*\*\*0.981.05\*1.061.17\*\*\*1.13\*\*1.30\*\*\*1.09\*1.22\*\*\*(0.86--1.28)(1.32--1.64)(1.16--1.54)(1.39--1.63)(0.90--1.08)(1.00--1.11)(0.98--1.15)(1.12--1.23)(1.02--1.26)(1.22--1.39)(1.00--1.20)(1.15--1.28)VIF2.591.082.741.20Education, Region1.091.29\*\*\*1.26\*\*\*1.37\*\*\*0.981.021.031.11\*\*\*1.12\*\*1.19\*\*\*1.061.15\*\*\*(0.92--1.29)(1.16--1.44)(1.12--1.41)(1.27--1.49)(0.91--1.06)(0.96--1.08)(0.97--1.11)(1.06--1.17)(1.02--1.23)(1.11--1.27)(0.98--1.14)(1.09--1.21)VIF1.911.101.991.13Sex, Region, Education1.16\*1.011.13\*\*1.17\*\*\*0.94\*0.95\*\*1.001.010.94\*0.95\*\*1.031.05\*(0.99--1.35)(0.91--1.11)(1.00--1.28)(1.08--1.27)(0.87--1.01)(0.90--1.00)(0.93--1.07)(0.96--1.07)(0.87--1.01)(0.90--1.00)(0.95--1.11)(0.99--1.12)VIF1.811.081.841.19Sex, Region, Age1.121.50\*\*\*1.071.031.17\*1.09\*\*\*1.080.971.17\*1.09\*\*\*1.061.03(0.83--1.51)(1.36--1.66)(0.97--1.18)(0.97--1.10)(0.99--1.38)(1.03--1.15)(0.93--1.25)(0.92--1.02)(0.99--1.38)(1.03--1.15)(0.99--1.13)(0.98--1.08)VIF5.321.031.641.04Sex, Age, Education1.120.981.32\*\*\*1.48\*\*\*0.950.960.971.17\*\*\*0.950.961.051.22\*\*\*(0.97--1.30)(0.89--1.08)(1.07--1.63)(1.37--1.60)(0.88--1.03)(0.91--1.01)(0.91--1.04)(1.11--1.23)(0.88--1.03)(0.91--1.01)(0.91--1.22)(1.15--1.28)VIF2.021.084.181.05Region, Age, Education1.121.011.13\*\*1.14\*\*\*0.990.970.980.990.950.961.041.05(0.97--1.29)(0.92--1.10)(1.00--1.28)(1.05--1.24)(0.91--1.08)(0.92--1.03)(0.91--1.05)(0.93--1.05)(0.89--1.02)(0.91--1.01)(0.96--1.13)(0.98--1.11)VIF1.651.031.521.05**Relative Deprivation of Education**All1.271.65\*\*\*0.951.48\*\*\*0.901.08\*\*0.88\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.141.42\*\*\*1.071.21\*\*\*(0.94--1.71)(1.49--1.84)(0.78--1.16)(1.39--1.58)(0.76--1.07)(1.02--1.15)(0.78--0.98)(1.09--1.20)(0.93--1.39)(1.33--1.53)(0.95--1.20)(1.16--1.27)VIF6.321.336.321.33Age Group1.26\*1.66\*\*\*0.961.47\*\*\*1.001.09\*\*\*0.88\*\*1.13\*\*\*0.991.37\*\*\*0.991.19\*\*\*(0.97--1.64)(1.49--1.84)(0.80--1.14)(1.38--1.57)(0.87--1.15)(1.03--1.16)(0.80--0.98)(1.08--1.18)(0.83--1.18)(1.28--1.47)(0.89--1.09)(1.14--1.24)VIF5.791.205.791.20Sex1.261.53\*\*\*0.961.50\*\*\*0.921.07\*\*\*0.88\*\*1.15\*\*\*1.131.34\*\*\*1.071.22\*\*\*(0.95--1.66)(1.40--1.67)(0.79--1.15)(1.40--1.61)(0.79--1.08)(1.02--1.12)(0.79--0.98)(1.09--1.20)(0.94--1.36)(1.26--1.42)(0.96--1.19)(1.16--1.28)VIF5.761.335.761.33Region1.211.65\*\*\*0.951.46\*\*\*0.921.08\*\*0.87\*\*1.14\*\*\*1.181.43\*\*\*1.081.21\*\*\*(0.90--1.63)(1.48--1.83)(0.79--1.14)(1.37--1.55)(0.78--1.10)(1.02--1.15)(0.78--0.98)(1.09--1.19)(0.96--1.44)(1.33--1.54)(0.96--1.20)(1.15--1.26)VIF5.001.215.001.21Sex, Age Group1.14\*\*1.36\*\*\*1.021.38\*\*\*0.971.040.94\*\*1.08\*\*\*1.021.22\*\*\*0.991.14\*\*\*(1.01--1.28)(1.27--1.45)(0.92--1.13)(1.30--1.47)(0.90--1.04)(0.99--1.09)(0.88--1.00)(1.04--1.13)(0.94--1.11)(1.15--1.28)(0.93--1.05)(1.09--1.19)VIF2.151.182.151.18Age, Region1.24\*1.67\*\*\*0.941.45\*\*\*1.031.10\*\*\*0.90\*\*1.13\*\*\*1.011.38\*\*\*0.991.18\*\*\*(0.96--1.59)(1.50--1.86)(0.80--1.11)(1.37--1.55)(0.90--1.18)(1.03--1.17)(0.82--0.99)(1.09--1.18)(0.86--1.20)(1.28--1.48)(0.90--1.09)(1.13--1.24)VIF3.981.073.981.07Sex, Region1.151.51\*\*\*0.941.48\*\*\*0.921.07\*\*0.89\*\*1.15\*\*\*1.141.34\*\*\*1.071.22\*\*\*(0.88--1.52)(1.38--1.66)(0.79--1.12)(1.39--1.59)(0.79--1.07)(1.01--1.12)(0.80--0.99)(1.09--1.20)(0.96--1.36)(1.26--1.42)(0.96--1.19)(1.16--1.28)VIF4.361.224.361.22Region, Sex, Age1.191.53\*\*\*0.971.49\*\*\*1.031.31\*\*\*0.941.15\*\*\*1.001.08\*\*\*1.001.20\*\*\*(0.95--1.49)(1.40--1.67)(0.83--1.13)(1.39--1.60)(0.89--1.19)(1.24--1.39)(0.86--1.03)(1.09--1.20)(0.88--1.12)(1.02--1.13)(0.91--1.10)(1.14--1.25)VIF4.211.233.101.07Education ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoIncome ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoSample size19,29619,29623,20423,20413,20113,20115,99115,99119,28719,28723,19323,193[^6]**Source:** Authors\' calculations based on data from the Health Research Survey. Data for chronic illnesses are from years 2010 and 2012.Table 5Estimated odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals (HRS results. Part 2: Smoking-related outcomes).Table 5Outcomes:Smoking statusCigarettes smoked(1: Yes. 0: No)(Categorical)MENWOMENMENWOMEN**Relative Deprivation of Income**All0.991.12\*\*\*0.960.78\*\*\*1.021.15\*\*\*0.950.77\*\*\*(0.91--1.08)(1.07--1.17)(0.87--1.07)(0.74--0.83)(0.94--1.10)(1.10--1.21)(0.85--1.06)(0.72--0.82)VIF3.551.153.371.20Age Group0.971.11\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*0.74\*\*\*0.981.13\*\*\*0.81\*\*\*0.72\*\*\*(0.89--1.05)(1.06--1.16)(0.74--0.91)(0.70--0.78)(0.91--1.06)(1.08--1.19)(0.72--0.91)(0.68--0.77)VIF2.961.132.761.15Sex0.991.12\*\*\*0.960.78\*\*\*1.021.15\*\*\*0.950.77\*\*\*(0.91--1.08)(1.07--1.17)(0.87--1.07)(0.74--0.83)(0.94--1.10)(1.10--1.21)(0.85--1.06)(0.72--0.82)VIF3.511.153.341.20Education0.950.90\*\*\*0.75\*\*\*0.91\*\*\*0.980.90\*\*\*0.76\*\*\*0.91\*\*(0.88--1.02)(0.86--0.94)(0.68--0.83)(0.85--0.97)(0.91--1.05)(0.86--0.94)(0.68--0.85)(0.85--0.98)VIF2.281.142.041.19Region0.971.10\*\*\*0.960.80\*\*\*1.001.13\*\*\*0.960.79\*\*\*(0.90--1.05)(1.05--1.15)(0.87--1.05)(0.75--0.84)(0.93--1.08)(1.08--1.18)(0.87--1.07)(0.74--0.83)VIF2.861.132.731.16Sex, Education0.950.89\*\*\*0.78\*\*\*0.93\*\*0.980.89\*\*\*0.79\*\*\*0.93\*\*(0.88--1.02)(0.85--0.93)(0.71--0.86)(0.87--0.99)(0.91--1.05)(0.85--0.93)(0.71--0.88)(0.87--1.00)VIF2.211.132.041.19Sex, Age0.941.10\*\*\*0.83\*\*\*0.74\*\*\*0.951.13\*\*\*0.81\*\*\*0.72\*\*\*(0.86--1.02)(1.05--1.16)(0.74--0.91)(0.70--0.78)(0.87--1.03)(1.07--1.18)(0.73--0.91)(0.67--0.77)VIF3.061.172.501.15Age, Region0.971.10\*\*\*0.89\*\*0.77\*\*\*0.991.13\*\*\*0.89\*\*0.75\*\*\*(0.90--1.04)(1.05--1.16)(0.81--0.98)(0.72--0.81)(0.92--1.06)(1.08--1.18)(0.80--0.99)(0.71--0.80)VIF2.271.092.161.09Age, Education0.970.90\*\*\*0.72\*\*\*0.92\*\*0.980.89\*\*\*0.73\*\*\*0.92\*\*(0.90--1.04)(0.86--0.94)(0.65--0.80)(0.86--0.98)(0.92--1.06)(0.86--0.93)(0.65--0.81)(0.85--0.99)VIF2.031.051.701.05Sex, Region0.961.09\*\*\*0.970.80\*\*\*0.981.12\*\*\*0.980.79\*\*\*(0.89--1.03)(1.04--1.15)(0.88--1.07)(0.75--0.84)(0.91--1.05)(1.07--1.17)(0.88--1.08)(0.74--0.84)VIF2.591.082.741.20Education, Region0.950.990.85\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*0.981.010.84\*\*\*0.81\*\*\*(0.89--1.01)(0.95--1.04)(0.78--0.92)(0.77--0.87)(0.92--1.04)(0.97--1.06)(0.76--0.93)(0.76--0.86)VIF1.911.101.991.13Sex, Region, Education0.980.89\*\*\*0.81\*\*\*0.91\*\*\*1.010.89\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*0.91\*\*(0.93--1.04)(0.85--0.93)(0.75--0.88)(0.86--0.97)(0.95--1.07)(0.85--0.93)(0.76--0.89)(0.85--0.98)VIF1.811.081.841.19Sex, Age, Education0.980.88\*\*\*1.070.83\*\*\*1.010.88\*\*\*1.090.82\*\*\*(0.92--1.05)(0.84--0.92)(0.91--1.26)(0.78--0.89)(0.95--1.08)(0.84--0.92)(0.91--1.31)(0.77--0.88)VIF2.021.081.831.18Region, Age, Education1.010.91\*\*\*0.78\*\*\*0.92\*\*1.040.91\*\*\*0.78\*\*\*0.91\*\*(0.95--1.07)(0.87--0.95)(0.72--0.85)(0.85--0.99)(0.98--1.10)(0.87--0.95)(0.71--0.85)(0.84--0.98)VIF1.651.031.521.05Sex, Region, Age1.011.08\*\*\*0.83\*\*\*0.981.051.10\*\*\*0.84\*\*\*0.98(0.88--1.15)(1.03--1.13)(0.77--0.90)(0.92--1.04)(0.92--1.20)(1.05--1.15)(0.77--0.91)(0.91--1.05)VIF5.321.031.641.04**Relative Deprivation of Education**All0.74\*\*\*1.25\*\*\*0.47\*\*\*0.65\*\*\*0.73\*\*\*1.30\*\*\*0.45\*\*\*0.63\*\*\*(0.63--0.88)(1.18--1.33)(0.41--0.55)(0.61--0.69)(0.61--0.87)(1.23--1.38)(0.38--0.54)(0.59--0.68)VIF6.321.336.321.33Age Group0.84\*\*\*1.24\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*0.80\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*0.67\*\*\*0.68\*\*\*(0.74--0.96)(1.17--1.31)(0.61--0.79)(0.66--0.74)(0.70--0.91)(1.20--1.34)(0.58--0.77)(0.64--0.72)VIF5.791.205.791.20Sex0.75\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*0.50\*\*\*0.62\*\*\*0.73\*\*\*1.24\*\*\*0.48\*\*\*0.60\*\*\*(0.65--0.87)(1.15--1.26)(0.43--0.58)(0.58--0.66)(0.63--0.86)(1.19--1.30)(0.41--0.57)(0.56--0.65)VIF5.761.335.761.33Region0.75\*\*\*1.25\*\*\*0.49\*\*\*0.66\*\*\*0.73\*\*\*1.30\*\*\*0.47\*\*\*0.64\*\*\*(0.64--0.88)(1.18--1.32)(0.42--0.57)(0.62--0.70)(0.62--0.87)(1.23--1.37)(0.40--0.56)(0.61--0.69)VIF5.001.215.001.21Sex, Age Group0.89\*\*\*1.11\*\*\*0.83\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*0.88\*\*\*1.13\*\*\*0.80\*\*\*0.67\*\*\*(0.84--0.95)(1.06--1.16)(0.76--0.90)(0.65--0.75)(0.82--0.94)(1.08--1.18)(0.73--0.89)(0.62--0.73)VIF2.151.182.151.18Age, Region0.87\*\*1.24\*\*\*0.74\*\*\*0.71\*\*\*0.84\*\*\*1.27\*\*\*0.72\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*(0.77--0.98)(1.17--1.31)(0.66--0.83)(0.68--0.75)(0.74--0.95)(1.20--1.34)(0.63--0.82)(0.66--0.74)VIF3.981.073.981.07Sex, Region0.75\*\*\*1.20\*\*\*0.53\*\*\*0.63\*\*\*0.74\*\*\*1.23\*\*\*0.52\*\*\*0.62\*\*\*(0.65--0.86)(1.14--1.25)(0.45--0.61)(0.59--0.67)(0.64--0.85)(1.18--1.29)(0.44--0.61)(0.57--0.66)VIF4.361.224.361.22Sex, Region, Age0.85\*\*\*1.19\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*0.70\*\*\*0.82\*\*\*1.22\*\*\*0.80\*\*\*0.69\*\*\*(0.76--0.95)(1.14--1.25)(0.73--0.91)(0.66--0.75)(0.73--0.91)(1.16--1.27)(0.70--0.90)(0.64--0.73)VIF4.211.233.101.07Education ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoIncome ControlledYesNoYesNoYesNoYesNoSample size19,30319,30323,21323,21318,51018,51022,31922,319[^7]**Source:** Authors\' calculations based on data from the Health Research Survey.

In [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}, based on the first set of estimations that include all control variables, the results indicate that a one standard deviation increase in *RD* increases the likelihood of having an adverse health-related outcome by 10%--90% (typically by 25--65%), depending on the outcome variable, the SES indicator, and the reference group. In most cases, the estimated odds ratio for *RD* is greater than 1, both for men and for women. The variance inflation factors (VIF) of most RD variables are small (i.e., less than 4), so there is no evidence for a multicollinearity problem. As robustness checks, the regressions were estimated by excluding income and education in the second set of estimates. The estimated *RD* effect was usually higher in the second set of regressions.

Next, [Table 4](#tbl4){ref-type="table"}, [Table 5](#tbl5){ref-type="table"} report the estimates obtained from the HRS dataset. Several important findings emerge: The first outcome variable was SRH. Consistent with the results in [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}, [Table 4](#tbl4){ref-type="table"} shows that those who are relatively more deprived are more likely to report bad SRH (by about 45--65%). For both men and women, stronger results were obtained by excluding income and education from the regression. The second outcome variable was having a chronic illness. Here, the results were weaker, with no *RD* effect for men in many regressions and a small effect (about 8--17%) for women.

The third outcome variable in [Table 4](#tbl4){ref-type="table"} was chronic pain (having severe or very severe bodily pain). Those with high RD are, in general, more likely to experience severe or very severe pain. Considering the regressions that exclude both income and education, it was found that RD increased having chronic pain by about 35--40% among men and about 20% among women.

The next set of results is related to smoking. [Table 5](#tbl5){ref-type="table"} presents the estimation results for two outcome variables (being a current smoker and the number of cigarettes smoked (categorical)).

For men, when RD is based on income, statistical significance of odds ratios is higher when income and education are excluded from the regressions (the second column for each outcome). Odd ratios vary in the range of 1.07--1.15. When RD is based on education, the estimated odds ratios are in the range of 0.75--0.89 in the first column, but around 1.11--1.25 in the second column (where both income and education are excluded). For women, when RD is based on income, statistical significance is higher when income and education were excluded from the regressions. Odd ratios are less than 1 and in the range of 0.74--0.93. When RD is based on education, all estimates are statistically significant and all of them are less than 1. Odd ratios in the second columns are in the range 0.60--0.71.

Therefore, the estimated odds ratios for smoking behavior are usually greater than 1 for men, especially when income and education are not in the regression. They are less than 1 for women in most specifications. In other words, women with more education or income (and lower *RD*) are more likely to be current smokers and are more likely to consume a higher number of cigarettes.

4. Discussion and conclusions {#sec4}
=============================

Turkey provides researchers with a rich laboratory to test the RD hypothesis, since it is a developing country with a high population and substantially high inequality, with one of the highest rates of income inequality among the OECD countries. In 2014, the Gini coefficient was 0.393 in Turkey, whereas the OECD average was 0.318 ([@bib27]). Average education level in the country has increased over time, yet, as of 2017, among the 25-64 year-olds about 61% have below upper secondary, only 19% have upper secondary, and 20% have tertiary education, compared to the OECD averages of 20%, 43%, and 37%, respectively ([@bib28]). Turkish population is young compared to the OECD average. As of 2012, although the share of the working-age population is close to the OECD average, the share of those in ages 14 or less was higher in Turkey (25.1% in Turkey versus 18.38% in the OECD) ([@bib29]; [@bib30]). The large young population is a magnet that attracts the producers of pleasurable but harmful goods such as cigarettes. In 2012 (the latest available statistics), 27% of the population (41.5% of men and 13.1% of women) were current smokers. For both sexes, smoking was more common among the younger population (who have higher educational attainment than the older generations). In the 25--44 age group, 52.1% of men and 19% of women were current smokers ([@bib32], p. 948).

Several important results emerge from this study: First, consistent with the earlier findings in the literature, in both datasets *RD* is positively correlated with indicators of poor health, such as bad *SRH*, having a chronic illness or pain, or a physical restraint. This is true regardless of whether deprivation is in income or in education, which means that both low-income groups and low-education groups are the ones with poor self-rated health. The relationship between *RD* and poor health is robust to changes in reference groups and across different health indicators. Given that *RD* is closely related to inequality, the findings imply that economic policies should be concerned with the adverse effects of inequality on subsequent health outcomes.

The second set of results are on current smoking status and smoking intensity. Here, the findings are new to the *RD* literature; therefore, the greater part of the discussion is devoted to this set of results. The exclusion of the SES indicators from the regressions minimizes the multicollinearity problem as measured by the variance inflation factor; therefore, that specification should be preferred to the other two. The estimated odds ratios for smoking behavior are usually greater than 1 for men, especially when income and education are not in the regression. The magnitude of the RD effect is somewhat larger when education is used as the SES indicator (with odds ratios about 1.11--1.25), compared to when income is used as the SES indicator (with odds ratios about 1.07--1.15). Therefore, men with lower education or income (hence higher *RD*) are more likely to be current smokers and are more likely to consume a higher number of cigarettes.

For women, the odds ratios are less than 1 in most specifications. In other words, in contrast to men, women with more education or income (hence lower *RD*) are more likely to be current smokers and are more likely to consume a higher number of cigarettes. When RD is based on income, the odds ratios are in the range of 0.74--0.93. When RD is based on education, the odds ratios are in the range 0.60--0.71. Therefore, a one-standard deviation increase in education *RD* is associated with a 29--40% decrease in odds for smoking among women. Earlier findings in the *RD* literature indicated otherwise; i.e., smokers had higher *RD*.

Several factors may contribute to the explanation of the finding that an increase in *RD* reduces smoking among women: First, compared to those with low education, smoking may be a more socially-acceptable behavior among the richer, better educated, hence more powerful women. Such women usually live in big cities and have adopted a more modern lifestyle. They are influenced by many factors such as tobacco marketing, emancipation, globalization and urbanization ([@bib19]). With declining tobacco consumption in the developed world, tobacco companies have turned to developing countries, targeting educated youth and especially women by marketing their products as modern and fashionable, creating a further challenge to policy makers. Smoking is being presented not only as a stress companion, but also as a symbol of emancipation and even as an assistant in weight control ([@bib13]; [@bib19]).

Secondly, smoking is expected to be more affordable to women with higher income or better education. In Turkey, the total tax rate has been increasing in the last decade in compliance with tobacco control legislation, thereby causing cigarette prices to rise at least as fast as inflation ([@bib3]; [@bib6]; [@bib7]).

An extensive review of the literature shows that this is the first study to demonstrate how RD is correlated with health and health related behaviors in Turkey, and one of the few studies in a developing country context. In this study, *RD* is defined on objective measures of socioeconomic status; therefore, it is less prone to problems of endogeneity or reverse causation, unlike some recent papers that study how subjective measures of RD affect subjective health ([@bib5]). Since nationally representative samples were used, the analyses capture country-wide inequality in income and education. Therefore, the RD variables in this study reflect the full scale of social class differences in the society, unlike some studies (cited in [@bib42]) that rely on small areas. Large sample sizes also allow us to increase the precision of the estimates.

The current study has some limitations. The cross-sectional design does not allow causal inferences; therefore, the results should be interpreted as correlations. There may be individual-specific omitted variables that might influence health, such as personality, lifestyle factors or neighborhood characteristics. In the HRS (which aims to collect health data) income data are in brackets; thus, they do not yield a highly precise depiction of income distribution. Fortunately, reliable income data are available from the Survey of Income and Living Conditions, which is the main data source for income distribution statistics in Turkey. A common problem in most studies in the literature is the lack of information on how reference groups are formed ([@bib1]). As other empirical researchers have done, reference groups were built on alternative multiple characteristics to address this limitation.

The results about women\'s smoking behavior contradict with the earlier *RD* literature which finds that higher smoking is associated with higher *RD* ([@bib14]). In many countries, smoking has been found to work as a mediator in the education-mortality gap ([@bib10]). However, as we have seen, that argument does not seem to be valid for Turkish women. Turkey is a middle-income country where the government has been following tobacco control policies such as price hikes and bans in public places ([@bib19]). In response to those policies, smoking has decreased somewhat, but not sharply. Although smoking rates are currently lower among women than among men, with an increase in economic power women may adopt the smoking patterns of men. A major challenge is that formal education in schools is not sufficient to keep people away from this unhealthy habit. As the findings indicate, reducing inequalities by increasing educational attainment among women via schooling policies or by improving the economic power of women will not necessarily reduce smoking. Given the well-known adverse effects of smoking on health, it is clear that policy makers need to take into account the newly established result of this study and design additional policies to deal with unhealthy behaviors.
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[^1]: **Notes:** Weighted statistics are shown in the table. Household income is available in brackets in the HRS (the table shows the mid-points of the income brackets). All income data are adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index (2003 = 100). For SILC, mean and median values of income are reported.

[^2]: **Notes:** Weighted statistics are shown in the table. "Number of cigarettes" shows the shares of individuals who are current smokers and who smoked more than one pack per day.

[^3]: **Notes:** Weighted statistics are shown in the table.

[^4]: **Notes:** The table reports point and interval estimates for odds ratios for RD for each outcome variable and each reference group, separately. The top and bottom panels report estimates from regressions when RD is defined based on income and education, respectively. For each outcome measure and reference group, a set of two regression results are shown (first, with the whole set of control variables; and second, when both income and education are excluded). The variance inflation factors (VIF) of the RD variable are invariant to different outcome variables; therefore, they are reported only for the first outcome variable. The control variables (besides RD, education, and income) in all regressions are dummy variables for survey year and region, dummy variables for age group, employment status, sex, and marital status of the individual.

[^5]: \*\*\*p \< 0.01, \*\*p \< 0.05, \*p \< 0.1.

[^6]: **Notes:** See notes to [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}.

[^7]: **Notes:** See notes to [Table 3](#tbl3){ref-type="table"}.
